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Working with high-dimensional data is a common practice, in the field of machine learning.
Identifying relevant input features is thus crucial, so as to obtain compact dataset more prone for
effective numerical handling. Further, by isolating pivotal elements that form the basis of decision
making, one can contribute to elaborate on - ex post - models’ interpretability, so far rather elusive.
Here, we propose a novel method to estimate the relative importance of the input components for
a Deep Neural Network. This is achieved by leveraging on a spectral re-parametrization of the
optimization process. Eigenvalues associated to input nodes provide in fact a robust proxy to gauge
the relevance of the supplied entry features. Unlike existing techniques, the spectral features ranking
is carried out automatically, as a byproduct of the network training. The technique is successfully
challenged against both synthetic and real data.

Deep Neural networks (DNNs) [1–5] are among the
most popular machine learning tools, and, as such, rou-
tinely employed in a vast plethora of applications [6–
9]. As for other machine learning techniques, and when
employed for e.g. classification and/or regression tasks,
DNNs can automatically extract valuable information
from the supplied input vector. This amounts to isolate
crucial components that prove decisive in implementing
unmanned decision making strategies. In many cases,
however, input data are naturally embedded in high di-
mensional spaces. This curse of dimensionality, quoting
with lexical abusing from a renowned motto [10], makes
it in general difficult to selectively single out, from the
sea of underlying components, the subset of attributes
deemed essential. Despite this degree of inherent com-
plexity, it is of the utmost relevance to identify key input
features that could be instrumental in (i) devising apt
solutions for data compression and compactification; (ii)
providing critical insights into the processes that led to
the produced output response.

A first solution is to operate an a priori features’ selec-
tion, with the aim to isolate beforehand a limited subset
of supposedly relevant input elements that should un-
dergo subsequent scrutiny [11]. This certainly yields ma-
chine learning models with a reduced dimensional load.
Prior trimming criteria could however resolve in the re-
moval of essential information, erroneously targeted as
fruitless by the upstream selection.

Other methods have been proposed for post-hoc inter-
pretability, that is, to shed light on the pathways that
form the basis of decision of a trained model [12–17].
Worth mention is the so called Layer-Wise Relevance
Propagation method [15, 16] which implements a back-
progation, from the output to the input space, to reach
the relevant features that populate the entry layer. The
method has been successfully challenged against distinct
application realms [18, 19]. However, like many other
approaches belonging to the same class, the latter is an
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input-dependent framework and requires a certain num-
ber of operations to be carried out after training, for each
examined input, so as to assess the relevance of the fea-
tures for that particular supplied item.

Here, we put forward a different method with comple-
mentary objectives. The aim is to define a strategy to
quantify the relative importance of different input fea-
ture, for a dataset taken as a whole, and for a general
feedforward neural network. Unlike the aforementioned
methods, the proposed metric is not input dependent.
At variance, it bears universality traits, by providing a
global insight on how the model oversees the input space,
upon learning. Moreover, unlike standard techniques for
input feature selection, the analysis is not conducted a
priori on the data to be eventually scanned. The rank-
ing of the features is indeed carried out automatically, as
a byproduct of the training stage. This is achieved by
establishing an ideal bridge, justified on first principles,
between a pool of trainable parameters – to be optimized
for task resolution – and the level of inherent relevance,
as associated to different components of the input vec-
tor. At the end of the training, by accessing the values
assigned to the aimed parameters, will therefore yield an
automatic and self-consistent ranking of the individual
input features.

To this end, we will make use of a recently introduced
scheme for handling the optimization of feedforward net-
works, known as spectral parametrization [20–26]. The
mathematical foundation of the spectral methodology lies
within the theory of networks. From this angle, feedfor-
ward neural networks can be pictured via a dedicated
spectral decomposition that materializes, in direct space,
in a collection of adjacency matrices for the linear map-
ping of the signal across adjacent layers.

Let us begin by reviewing the basic of the spectral
method [20]. We denote with l − 1 and l two con-
secutive layers of a feedforward neural network. As-
sume the layers to be respectively composed by N and
M nodes. The vector xl−1 =

(
xl−1
1 , . . . , xl−1

N

)
(resp.

xl =
(
xl1, . . . , x

l
M

)
) stores information on the activity

of the nodes belonging to layer l − 1 (resp. l). The
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linear transfer between the two adjacent layers is oper-
ated by a rectangular M ×N matrix W , whose elements
read wji. Hence, xl = f(Wxl−1), where f is a non-
linear filter. Under the spectral paradigm, the above
operation can be recast in an equivalent form that as-
sumes dealing with the bipartite direct network made
of the N + M nodes involved in the transfer. The
state vector at the departure layer can be written as
zl−1 = xl−1 =

(
xl−1
1 , xl−1

2 , . . . xl−1
N , 0, 0, . . . 0

)
where we

made explicit that the non trivial activity is solely local-
ized on the nodes of the first layer. Then, zl = f(Azl−1),
where the last M elements of vector zl refer to the activ-
ity on the destination layer; A is a (M +N)× (M +N)
matrix with a M ×N sub-diagonal block that coincides
matrix W , as depicted in the annexed Appendix A. It
should be noted that possible diagonal entries of matrixA
do not reflect on the produced activity on layer l. One can
invoke therefore a spectral decomposition of the square
transfer matrix, as A = ΦΛΦ−1 where (i) Φ, the matrix
of the eigenvectors, is lower-block triangular with ones on
the diagonal, (ii) Λ identifies the diagonal matrix formed
with the eigenvalues (λi, i = 1, . . . N +M) of A. Given
the specific form of matrix Φ, it can be shown [21, 24]
that Φ−1 = 2I − Φ. In practical terms, the elements of
A, namely those involved in the self-consistent definition
of the relevant transfer matrix W , can be written as a
function of the eigenvalues λi and the non trivial entries
ψji of the eigenvector matrix Φ. An explicit calculation
can be performed that yields wi→j = wji = (λi −λj)ψji,
where i = 1, ..., N refer to nodes located on layer l−1 and
j = 1, ...,M to those assigned to layer l. Further technical
details are provided in Appendix A. A direct correspon-
dence can be hence drawn between individual eigenvalues
and nodes within the sampled collection. Training a feed-
forward network under the spectral standpoint amounts
to minimize the loss (a suitable metric that gauges the
distance between produced and expected output at the
exit layer) with respect to the eigenvalues and eigenvec-
tors. In light of the existing correspondence, the magni-
tude of the optimized eigenvalues can be used as a reliable
marker of the nodes’ relevance [27], an observation that
can be exploited for proposing and effective (input) fea-
ture detection algorithm, as we shall set to demonstrate
in the following. To this end, we chose to operate under
the simplifying assumption λj = 0 (i.e. by forcing to zero
the eigenvalues associated to destination nodes) yielding:

wji = λiψji. (1)

The spectral writing of inter-nodes weights wji intro-
duced a multiplicative factor, the eigenvalue λi, shared by
all links emanating from the departure node i. The larger
the magnitude of the optimized λi the more relevant the
nodes for the processing of the information across the net-
work. Specifically, we will convincingly conclude on the
ability of the eigenvalues associated to the starting layer
l = 1 to automatically discriminate between irrelevant
and relevant input features. Further, we will show that
eigenvalues (multiplied by the norm of the corresponding

eigenvector entry) can be exploited to rank the relative
importance of the features otherwise deemed as irrele-
vant. The method will be tested against classification
problems constructed from mock and real datasets. For
all examined cases, a penalty is added to the loss func-
tion as in the spirit of [25]. This is a L2 regularization
of λi which forces eigenvalues associated with irrelevant
components to be set to zero (and not just left unaltered
to their initial values, possibly drowned in the sea of their
relevant homologues). It is worth stressing that in princi-
ple it is enough to have just the first layer parameterized
as spectral for this analysis to apply. For further details
on the training procedure refers to Appendix B.

Independent Gaussian distributions dataset The
first dataset is structured with 2 target classes and input
vectors with 20 independent features. Each data com-
ponent is sampled from a Gaussian distribution. While
some components are drawn from distributions which are
set to be identical across classes, others display only par-
tial overlap. Components with identical distributions of-
fer no discriminatory information. As such, they prove
ineffective for classification purposes. Conversely, non
trivial components are pivotal, the smaller the overlap
the larger their relevance in promoting the sought dis-
crimination.

A spectral feedforward neural network, parametrized
as stipulated by Eq. (1), has been trained with the aim
of assigning input from the above dataset to the cor-
rect class of origin. The employed network consists of
three hidden layers with, respectively, 100, 100, and 50
neurons. In addition, the network accommodates for an
input layer of size 20 and an output layer of size 2. At
the end of the training, we analyzed the 20 eigenvalues,
associated with the input layer as in the spirit of the
above discussion (with an abuse of language we will from
here call eigenvalues the rescaled version of this latter
which incorporate the norm of the eigenvectors, as stip-
ulated in Appendix A). As shown in panel (a) of Fig. 1,
eigenvalues entangled with irrelevant features are all zero,
while eigenvalues which can be traced back to relevant
input components are non-zero. Hence, the eigenvalues
interfused with the input layer can efficiently tag features
identified as relevant by the network itself to solve the as-
signed task. The magnitude of non-zero eigenvalues, i.e.,
those associated with relevant components, is found to
correlate with a direct measure of the relative distance
between the distributions from which individual compo-
nents are drawn (see panel (b) of Fig. 1). Since the
distributions differ only in their mean value, we quantify
the above distance as the absolute value of the difference
between the two means.

Correlated Gaussian distributions dataset Un-
like the dataset just analyzed, real datasets often ex-
hibit correlations between input vector components, and
crucial task-solving information are frequently concealed
within those correlations. With this motivation in mind,
we tested the proposed spectral feature detection method
on a different dataset that contains pairwise correlations
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FIG. 1. Panel (a) displays the 20 post-training eigenvalues as-
sociated to the input layer, for the simple Gaussian dataset.
The red dots and the red bars correspond to the average values
and the standard deviations of the results obtained by repeat-
ing the experiments for 10 independent realizations. In panel
(b) the same post-training eigenvalues are reported against
a relevance parameter that gauges the distance between the
distributions (respectively blue and red, in Fig. 5) from which
the components are eventually drawn. The distance is defined
as the absolute value of the difference between the two means.

between input vector components. The dataset is still or-
ganized into two distinct classes that are to be eventually
identified. Input vectors are now made of 10 components.
The first 8 components are defined as follows:

x2n ∼ N (0, 1)

x2n+1 = x2n if c(x⃗) = 0

x2n+1 =

{
x2n with prob. 1− p

−x2n with prob. p
if c(x⃗) = 1

(2)

where c(x⃗) is the target class of the input and n ∈
{0, 1, 2, 3}. The last two components are independently
drawn from two identical normal distributions N(1, 0)

regardless of the class of belonging:

x8, x9 ∼ N (0, 1). (3)

As a first noticeable observation, we remark that it is
not possible to separate the two datasets by solely rely-
ing on independent observations of the respective vector
components. Indeed, crucial information are reflected in
how pairs of components are mutually correlated.
To better understand the relationship between the dif-

ferent components, let us focus on the first two entries
of the input vectors, x0 and x1. For data belonging to
class 0 (as we label the first of the two) x0 = x1, that is,
the first two components are perfectly correlated. Con-
versely, the two components of data belonging to the
other class (denoted by 1) are equal with probability 1−p
and have opposite sign with probability p. If p = 0, the
first two components are equal for both classes. No in-
formation about the class to which the supplied data be-
long can be thus extracted by comparing the two above
components. The second component is indeed a mere
copy of the first and therefore irrelevant for classification
purposes. Conversely, if p = 1, the first and second com-
ponents from class 1 data are in perfect anti-correlation,
while data from class 0 are still matched and thus fully
correlated. Hence, in the latter case, it is possible to
completely separate the two classes by solely comparing
x0 and x1. Parameter p quantifies therefore the degree of
sensible information which can be pulled out from a di-
rect comparison of the two aforementioned components.
Finally, the last two components are not correlated to
the others and identically distributed for both classes,
hence devoid of information. We hence assign a param-
eter p = 0 to these two components to explicitly state
their manifest irrelevance.
The architecture of the employed neural network,

parametrized via its spectral modality, is identical to that
put forward for the analysis of the uncorrelated dataset
(except for the first layer that in this case receives just 10
entries). In panel (a) of Fig. 2, the post-training eigen-
values referred to the input layer are shown. Firstly, we
notice that pairs are correctly spotted out, as they are as-
signed the very same eigenvalue entry. Moreover, eigen-
values associated with irrelevant components are tuned
zero for this dataset as well, an observation that testifies
again on the ability of the spectral network to discrim-
inate between irrelevant and relevant features. Lastly,
the magnitude of the recorded eigenvalues scales propor-
tionally to the control parameter p, which quantifies the
relevance of the selected pair for classification purposes
(panel (b), Fig. 2). In conclusion, and also for this sec-
ond, more complex dataset, the optimized eigenvalues
referred to the first layer are a good proxy of the impor-
tance of the associated components.
The MNIST dataset As a final test, we applied the

spectral features detection method to a reduced version of
the well-known MNIST dataset [28]. This latter consists
of 28 × 28 images depicting handwritten digits, ranging
from 0 to 9, to be eventually classified. In our experi-
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FIG. 2. Panel (a) reports the ten post-training eigenval-
ues (refereed to the input layer) for the correlated Gaussian
dataset.Red dots and red bars quantifies the recorded average
values and the associated standard deviations, as obtained by
averaging over 10 independent realizations. In panel (b) the
same post-training eigenvalues are plotted against the param-
eter p, as defined in the main text

ments, and to deliver a clear message, we just focused on
the subset of images “zeroes” and “ones”. Despite the
simplicity of the adopted framework, it is interesting to
test the method against a real dataset, where the measure
of the relevance of the components is not a priori given.
The input vectors of the MNIST dataset has a dimension
of 784, and each component of the vectors represents the
intensity of a specific pixel in the corresponding image.

In this context, asking which component is relevant
amounts to asking which pixel (or collection of pixels)
discloses the information that is used by the trained net-
work to make decision.

Once again, we trained a spectral feedforward neural
network by adjusting the trainable spectral parameters.
The hidden structure of the network is identical to that
employed for the above applications. Clearly, the input
layer is now made of 784 elements, the size of the sup-

FIG. 3. The blue line refers to the accuracy of the model
as the number of pixels taken as input grows. The order
in which the pixels are inserted follows the absolute value
(magnitude) of their corresponding post-training eigenvalues.
In the inset, the input space is represented, with the twenty
most important pixels highlighted.

plied items. The exit layer is still composed of just two
nodes, one associated to the images that display a zero
and the other pointing to the ones. As expected, the
trained model performs very well in terms of estimated
classification accuracy (largest than 99 %).
The distribution of the post training eigenvalues as-

sociated to the input layer shows a clear peak at zero,
signifying that many eigenvalues have been suppressed,
thus targeted as ineffective, during training stages. Just
a few eigenvalues take non-zero values (see Fig. 7 in Ap-
pendix C). This conclusion can be rephrased by stating
that many pixels are unnecessary for task resolution.
The accuracy of the trained network gets modulated

as a function of the number of input pixels included in
the analysis, see Fig. 3. In this latter Figure, we pro-
gressively include more and more pixels ranked from the
most to the least important, as according to the spec-
tral (i.e. eigenvalues magnitude) metric. Remarkably the
computed accuracy raises rapidly, with a sharp, almost
abrupt approach to asymptotic convergence, a trend that
cannot be reproduced by employing any other set of iden-
tical cardinality of randomly selected pixels. In particu-
lar, by arbitrarily fixing the number of pixels to be in-
cluded (in descending order of importance) to 20, one
obtains a final accuracy which is competitively close to
that recorded when the full load of pixels is provided at
the input layer. These 20 pixels, ranked as most im-
portant and sufficient for the correct functioning of the
trained classification algorithm, can be located back on
the 2D grid that defines the images support (inset in Fig.
3).
To figure out how the network exploits the subset of

selected pixels for handling the classification task, we can
overlay the mask containing only the relevant pixels (the
binarized picture displayed as inset in Fig. 3) on indi-
vidual input (images) data. A few examples of what one
gets following this procedure are reported in Fig. (4).
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FIG. 4. Four examples of images from the MNIST dataset
as originally presented (top) and after the application of the
mask identified by the proposed method (bottom). The red
circles identify the central cluster activated by images repre-
senting a “one”.

Images portraying digit “one” activate a cluster of pixels
positioned in the center of the drawing (red circles), as
opposed to images with a “zero” displayed, which res-
onate instead with a complementary set of pixels sor-
rounding the center. The method is hence capable of
identifying a minimal subset of input components which
prove crucial for the correct handling of the examined
data. By working with a relatively simple dataset, we
could elaborate on a sound interpretation, drawn a pos-
teriori, of the process that underlying decision making.
This includes to visually isolate the relevant patches of in-
formation that are selectively seen by the trained device
in operation mode. We anticipate that, for more com-
plex datasets, the posterior interpretation could be less
transparent in terms of grasping the qualitative message
delivered. Moreover, the method could be also applied as
a compression algorithm to store large data in a minimal
memory kernel.

Summing up, and based on the above reported anal-
ysis carried out for both mock and real data, we can
positively conclude on the adequacy of the proposed fea-
tures’ detection algorithm. By leveraging on a spectral
reparametrization of the optimization protocol, one ob-
tains a set of scalar parameters, the eigenvalues associ-
ated to the input nodes of the collection, which provide
a sensibe ranking of the input features. The novelty of
the method resides in the fact that the obtained rank-
ing is self-consistently and automatically obtained, as an
immediate byproduct of the training, without requiring
further ad hoc processing of the inspected data. For this
reason, and motivated by the positive outcomes of the
analysis here reported, we propose the spectral feature
detection tool as a viable alternative of other existing

schemes appeared in the literature.
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Appendix A: Spectral Formulation

This Appendix is devoted to provide a few additional
details on the spectral approach to the training [20]. As
mentioned in the main body of the paper we consider
layer l − 1 and layer l , respectively made of N and M
nodes. The state of the system on layer l − 1 is en-
capsulated in vector xl−1 =

(
xl−1
1 , . . . , xl−1

N

)
. The state

on layer l is instead stored in vector xl =
(
xl1, . . . , x

l
M

)
.

The mapping is implemented as xl = f(Wxl−1), where
W is a M ×N matrix and f . The spectral recipe deals
with the equivalent transformation zl = f(Azl−1), where

zl−1 = xl−1 =
(
xl−1
1 , xl−1

2 , . . . xl−1
N , 0, 0, . . . 0

)
and the

last M elements of vector zl refer to the actual activ-
ity displayed on layer l. As anticipated in the main body
of the paper A = ΦΛΦ−1 where Φ and Λ are M ×N ma-
trices. The first identifies the eigenvectors of A, the latter
the associated eigenvalues. More esplicitly we assume:

Φ =

(
IN×N 0
Ψ IM×M

)
, (A1)

and:

Λ =


λ1

λ2
. . .

λN+M

 (A2)

As already recalled it can be proven that Φ−1 = 2I−Φ
[21, 24]. By making use of this latter expression, it is
immediate to show that:

A =



λ1
λ2

. . .

λN

0

W

λN+1

. . .

λN+M


. (A3)
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The part of A responsible of the information transfer
from the departure layer l − 1 to the destination layer
l is the the bottom-left block W . The relation between
the elements of W and the spectral parameters (i.e., the
non-zero elements of the matrix Λ and the elements of
the Ψ block of the eigenvector matrix) can be analytically
computed yielding

wi→j = wji = (λi − λj)ψji. (A4)

The weights wji, (associated in the standard formula-
tion to the links of the feedforward network to be trained)
are now functions of the spectral attributes of matrix
A. Following this alternative parametrization, the target
of the optimization are the components and the eigen-
vectors and the corresponding eigenvalues. From opti-
mized eigenvectors and eigenvalues one can compute the
weight of the transfer matrix in direct space via equation
(A4). The markers used for discriminating relevant fea-
tures are the eigenvalues of A rescaled by a quantity that
accounts for the norm of the associated eigenvectors, in
accordance with what was done in [25, 26]. In formulae,

λ̃i = λi

(∑
j ϕji

)1/2

. All along the paper we drop the

tilde and refer to λ̃i as to the i-th eigenvalue of matrix
A.

Appendix B: Training procedure

In this Appendix, we provide detailed information on
the training procedures. The optimization process for
all three datasets discussed in the main text was con-
ducted using the Adam optimizer [29]. The learning rates
were set to 0.01 for the first two datasets and 0.0001 for
MNIST. Sparse Categorical Crossentropy was employed
as the loss function for all three tasks. The number of
epochs was set to 1000 for the Gaussian dataset, 500 for
the correlated Gaussian dataset, and 5000 for MNIST.
The results presented in the manuscript demonstrated ro-
bustness to variations in these hyperparameters. There-
fore, the hyperparameters were manually optimized from
a restricted set of possible candidates by assessing the
model’s performance on a validation set (10 % of the
training set).

Appendix C: Datasets

In this Appendix, we clarify the structure of the
datasets that we have generated to validate the method.
Fig. 5 shows the distributions of the input components
for the dependent Gaussian dataset. In the first two
panels of Fig. 6 The distributions of the values of the
fourth and fifth components of the input vectors in the
correlated Gaussian dataset are reported, while in the
bottom panel, the same components are plotted against
each other.

FIG. 5. Distribution of the values of the 20 components of
the input vectors in the independent Gaussians dataset. The
distributions for the data belonging to the first (resp. second)
class are represented in red (resp. blue). For some compo-
nents, the two classes are indistinguishable, while in some
other cases the two distributions are only partially overlap-
ping.

FIG. 6. The distributions of the values of the fourth and
fifth components of the input vectors in the correlated Gaus-
sian dataset are shown in the first two panels. In the bot-
tom panel, the fifth component is plotted against the cor-
responding fourth component for some input vectors of the
same dataset. Individually, both components contain no in-
formation on the vector classes. However, by observing their
correlations, a certain degree of asymmetry can be appreci-
ated for data belonging to different classes. By analyzing the
two components simultaneously one can therefore acquire use-
ful information to solve the classification task.
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FIG. 7. In panel (a) the distribution of the first 784 post-
training eigenvalues (normalized to their maximum) for the
MNIST datast is reported. Panel (b) shows the input space
for the same dataset, where each component (i.e., pixel) is
colored according to its relative post-training eigenvalue.

Appendix D: Post-training eigenvalues distribution
for the MNIST dataset

We report here the distribution of the eigenvalues ob-
tained at the end of the training for the MNIST dataset.
Specifically, the distribution is shown in panel (a) of Fig.
7 and exhibits a peak at zero, as already mentioned in
the main body of the paper. The presence of this peak
demonstrates the irrelevance of a large fraction of the in-
put features. Panel (b) of the image 7 shows the 28× 28
pixels, the canvas on which images are painted, colored
according to the associated eigenvalue score: blue pixels
refer to smaller eigenvalues, while yellow pixels stand for
large positive values.
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